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'A detailed study of physical and economic factors affecting 
the organization and management of ranches in the Edwards 
Plateau grazing area has been made on 31 ranches for the 
period 1925-1928, inclusive. In  this area, comprising approxi- 
mately 25,000,000 acres of land, a unique system of diversified 
grazing is practiced, in which cattle, sheep, and goats are com- 
bined. The main objective of this bulletin is  t o  call attention 
to the opportunities of increasing ranch incomes through ad- 
justments in the kinds and numbers of livestock grazed and 
through im,provements in methods of production. 
Average production and production requirements of the 
ranches studied, and prices likely to prevail during the next 
4-6 years have been used to determine the probable income 
from a given ranch organization. An actual ranch of 16 sec- 
tions, stocked a t  the rate of 50 animal units per section, 33 of 
cattle, and 17 of goats, showed a probable net income of $405.00 
per section. A revision of this organization to include 15 units 
of cattle, 27 units of sheep, and 8 units of goats showed a net 
income of $765.00 per section. A further adjustment of the 
organization of this ranch by increasing the total animal units 
from 50 to 58, or 15 units of cattle, 35 units of sheep, and 8 
units of goats, showed a net income of $950.00 per section. 
These differences in probable income per section indicate the 
possibilities of increasing ranch incomes through adjustments 
in the kinds and numbers of livestock. 
Three factors-per cent of young raised, fleece weights, and 
death losses in the breeding herd-accounted for approximately 
50 per cent of the variations in income per section of ranches 
studied. The number of calves raised per 100 cows varied from 
46 to 89, lambs per 100 ewes from 53 to 82, and kids per 100 
does from 52 to 80. Death losses in the breeding herds varied 
from 0 to 8 per cent for cattle, from 1 to 20 per cent for sheep, 
and from 4 to 15 per cent for goats. Wool clips ranged from 
7 to 10 pounds per head and mohair from 4% to 7% pounds 
per head. These are averages of results secured over a four- 
year period. It is evident from these figures tha t  much can 
be done to increase ranch incomes by improvements in those 
methods and practices of handling livestock which are re- 
sponsible for the variation in these factors. These methods 
and practices center about such problems as: management of 
the range, supplemental feeding, breeding and culling, control 
of parasites and diseases, etc., and will be made the subject of 
further study in the near future. 
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PLANNING THE RANCH FOR GREATER PROFIT 
A Study of Physical and Economic Factors Affecting Organization and 
Management of Ranches in the Edwards Plateau Grazing Area 
L. P. GABBARD, C. A. BONNEN, AND J. N. TATE* 
The Edwards Plateau grazing area comprises all, or a part, of 40 
counties, totaling roughly 25,000,000 acres-an area equal in  size to 
that of Tennessee. The importance of the area is further emphasized 
by its relatively large numbers of cattle, sheep, and goats, particularly 
sheep and goats. According to the 1925 Census its cattle population 
was 20 per cent af that of the State, sheep 88 per cent, and goats 90 per 
cent. Information on production trends since 1913 show a steady and 
substantial increase for sheep and goats and a slight decline for cattle. 
The area is unique for its diversified ranching. The grazing of cattle, 
sheep, and goats together on the same ranch is the usual practice. This 
is made possible very largely by the variation in vegetation and the 
topography of the area. The vegetation consists of a mixture of grass 
and brush, which furnishes grazing for cattle and sheep and browse for 
goats. Also much of the surface is too rough and stony for cattle range 
but almost ideal for goats. Thus a combination of cattle, sheep, and 
goats permits a much more efficient utilization of the range than could 
be obtained by the grazing of any one or two of these types. 
The practice of grazing cattle, sheep, and goats together on the same 
ranch maltes i t  necessary for the individual ranchman to decide what 
combination or proportion of these three types of livestock is likely to 
give him the best returns over a period of years. I t  is also necessary 
for him to adjust or modify his basic combination from time to time in 
order to take advantage of changes in price relationships of products 
sold. 
I t  is a matter of common observation that ranclimen in  the area make 
changes in the proportions of livestock grazed practically every year. 
The effect of these changes upon ranch income depends quite largely 
upon the soundness of the information on which they are based. Too 
often changes are made in the light of past experiences and prices instead 
of future price prospects as indicated by supply and demand facts. The 
chief objective of this publication is to present a method of measuring 
*The authors wish to express appreciation of the cooperation of ranchmen, 
accountants, and warehousemen who supplied much of the data  on which this 
Bulletin is based. Acknowledgment is also due Messrs. V. V. Pa r r  and 0. S. 
Klemmedson, representatives of the Bureau of Animal Industry and Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics, U. S. Department of Agriculture, and various mem- 
bers of the Experiment Station Staff who have made helpful suggestions from 
time to time. 
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the probable effect of such changes. This approach should help ranch- 
men to more accurately anticipate the ultimate effect of proposed changes 
on income and consequently enable them to plan their ranches for 
greater profits. 
SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
Beginning with 1925 the Texas Agricultural Experiment Station in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the Bureau 
of Animal Industry began a detailed study of the problems of ranch 
organization and management in the Edwards Plateau. The study 
extended over a period of four years. Arrangements were made with a 
group of ranchmen in  Sutton, Edwards, Crockett, Schleicher, Eimble, 
and Val Verde Counties to secure a complete financial record of each of 
their ranches and in  addition pertinent information on certain manage- 
ment phases. The records covered the operations on 23' ranches in 1925, 
27 in 1926, 27 in  1927, and 29 i n  1928. The details of these records 
consist of inventories, expenses, receipts, p.roduction of livestock and 
livestock products, death losses, rate of stocking, feed and labor require- 
ments, and miscellaneous overhead costs. They were collected at regular 
intervals by a field man who was stationed in the area. 
I n  addition to the ranches on which detailed records were secured 
during the period 1925-1928, survey records were taken on 15 selected 
ranches in 1928. This was done with a view of checking ,and supple- 
menting detailed figures relative to per cent of calf, lamb, and kid crop, 
shearing weights for wool and mohair, the kinds and amounts of feed 
fed, etc. 
Prices received by ranchmen for products sold and prices paid by them 
for Feed and other items purchased were secured from ranchmen, wool 
warehouses, and feed stores. Price quotations for both wool a ~ l d  mohair 
on the Boston market have been examined. Also special price studies 
and price outlook data, showing production trends and price cycles for 
the livestock enterprises involved, have been reviewed. 
Data from the Agricultural Census of 1925 have been used to show the 
proportions of cattle, sheep, and goats in the area by counties. Special 
tabulations from the same source have been used to show the variation in 
organization of individual ranches and of ranches of different sizes. 
The numbers of livestock assessed as given in the State Comptroller's 
Reports, for the period 1913-1928, ha-i-e been used to indicate production 
trends. Weather records, soil surveys, and Texas Station Bulletin No. 
29'7 have been very useful as Eources of descriptive material. 
These data have been used in determining basic figures in the produc- 
tion of livestock and livestock products, production requirements in 
terms of labor, feed, materials, etc., and average prices and price rela- 
tionships that may reasonably be expected during the next few years. 
This information, with adjustments to  meet the conditions of indi- 
vidual ranchmen, will serve as a basis for measuring the returns that 
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may be reasonably expected over a period of years from a given organi- 
zation or the probable effect of a change in this organization. 
To clearly understand the problems of management confronting ranch- 
men of the area, one must first know the conditions under which they 
TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
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Of TEXAS 
Figure 1.-The portion of the State referred to in this Bulletin as the Edwards Plateau 
grazing area is roughtly indicated above by the heavy line. The shaded portion shows the 
locality in which detailed organization data were secured. 
are operating and the influence of these conditions on the organization 
of their ranches. For this reason a brief description of the area is 
given, featuring its natural resources and their relation to the organiza- 
tion and operation of ranches. 
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PHYSICAL FEATURES OF THE AREA 
The area comprises all of the Edwards Plateau and adjoining lands 
of a stony nature on which cattle, sheep, and goats are grazed. I n  the 
main it consists of the frayed or dissected portion of the high plains, 
known in Texas as the Llano Estacado. I ts  surface is characterized by 
alternating ridges and valleys or draws, which give it a rough, broken 
TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
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OF T E X A S  
Rainfall in rnches 
m 12'-20 
20-25 
EZ 25-32 
Figure 2.-Mean annual rainfall of area. (U. S. Weather Bureau.) 
appearance. The ridges or divides broaden in places into considerable 
areas of nearly level land, which no doubt represent the old plateau as 
i t  appeared before it was cut by erosion. The numerous streams which 
cross or have their source in the platean flow eastward and southeastward. 
The valleys of these streams at some point in their course widen into 
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broad, open basins. Where rainfall and soil conditions are favorable, 
farming communities have developed. 
The altitude of the area averages about 2,000 feet and varies from less 
than 1,000 feet along the south and east sides of the Plateau to nearly 
3,000 feet in the extreme northwest part. The mean annual rain-fall in 
different parts of the area is indicated in Figure 2. It averages about 
30 inches in the eastern part and becomes rapidly less and more erratic 
to the vest. e 
Texas Agricultural Experiment Statioir 
* . m n . r . l . . d u l l k a v h l d R u  
COLLEGE STATION. TBXM 
Figure 3.--Classification of land of area-(1) rough, stony land; (2) moderately rough 
and rolling stony land; and ( 3 )  comparatively smooth land. (Map prepared by W. T. 
Carter, Chief, Division of Soil Survey, Texas '~gricultural Experiment Station.) 
One of the outstanding characteristics of the area is the stony nature 
of its soils. They are mostly shallow and heavy and are derived from 
limestone. An important exception is the central basin, or Llano-Burnet 
area. Here the soils have been formed chiefly from the weathering of 
granite and sandstone, ,and are lighter in texture than the typical soils 
of the Plateau." 
"Reconnoissance Soil Survey of South-Central Texas. 
Reconnoissance Soil Survey of West-Central Texas. 
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Classification of the Land and Vegetation of the Area 
A classification of the l ind of the area has been made as shown in 
Figure 3. This classification is based largely on the condition of the 
surface or the proportion of smooth land to rough broken land. I n  thil 
classification the land is divided roughly into three classes, each com 
prising approximately one-third of the area. The rough, stony lands 
Figure 4.--Area subdivided on the basis of characteristic vegetation-(1) oaks and cedar. 
(2 )  sot01 and lechuguilla, ( 3 )  live oak and shin oak, ( 4 )  grasses, and ( 5 )  gray oak and 
catclaw. (Map prepared by V. L. Cory, Range Botanist, Texas Agricultural Experiment 
Station.) 
or the more eroded and broken lands, occupy the southern portion, while 
the more smooth and less stony land is mostly in the northern part of 
the area. The remainder of the area, which is largely the central part, 
is classed as moderately rough, rolling, stony land. 
The principal grasses growing on the Plateau are curly mesquite and 
buffalo. Both of these grasses make a thick, compact turf for summer 
grazing. They also cure well and provide good grazing during the winter 
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months and periods of drought. The mesquite grass is well distributed 
over the area, while buffalo grass grows mostly in the northwestern part, 
very little being found in the eastern half of the area. Other grasses of 
some importance are the grama grasses, tobosa grass, and needle grass. 
The grama grasses and tobosa grass are confined pretty much to the 
western and southwestern portion of the area, while needle grass is dis- 
tributed rather generally." 
Figure 5 . M o s t  common type of water supply. The major portion of the area is a 
high dry plateau. This handicap has been overcome by bored wells, which furnish an 
ampie supbly of water and have contributed much to the present development of the area. 
The vegetation which distinguishes this area from every other grazing 
region in  the State is the live oak and shin oak brush. These. low 
growing oaks form dense clumps and thickets and are found in varying 
amounts throughout the area. They furnish excellent browse for goats 
- 
-Texas Station Bulletin No. 297, Chapter 3, pages 64-68. 
U. S. D. A. Technical Bulletin No. 68, pages 6-11. 
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and are utilized to a certain extent by cattle and sheep, especially when 
other vegetation is scarce. They also provide protection for the livestoek 
against cold winds. 
There are numerous other plants and shrubs of minor importance 
such as sumac, catclaw, mesquite, sotol, lechuguilla, sacahuiste, prickly 
pear, and many varieties of weeds which add greatly to  the carrying 
capacity of the area. A rough division of the area, based on the 
characteristic vegetation, is shown in Figure 4. It should not be inferred 
from this figure that the kinds of vegetation listed as characterizing 
the different parts of the area are the only knds growing there, nor are 
they necessarily more important than some others. In  fact, most of the 
important grasses, trees, and shrubs are found in varying amounts in 
all five divisions. 
The distribution of the various kinds of vegetation is closely related 
to the physical features of the area; namely, soils, topography, elevation, 
ancl rainfall. I11 Sub-area No. 1, which is quite broken and eroded, 
there is comparatively little grass except in the narrow valleys. On the 
rocky slopes, which have only a very thin soil covering, if any, the vege- 
tation is limited pretty much to brush, with live oak, shin oak, and 
Spanish oaks predominating. There is also considerable cedar in this 
part of the area. 
I n  Snb-area No. 2 the effect of low and irregular rainfall begins to be 
noticeable. As a geperal thing very little good live oak and shin oak 
brush are found  vest of the 20-inch rainfall line. This portion of the 
area is badly broken and eroded. I t  is traversed by rather vide valleys 
or canyons. Sotol and lechupilla form the principal vegetation on the 
slopes of these valleys, while grass predominates on the more level por- 
tions of the valleys and divides. Utah juniper or ceclar is also found 
rather generally on the divide lancl. 
I n  Sub-area No. 3 there is,more smooth, level lancl with a somewhat 
better soil covering generally. Consequently grass - makes up a larger 
part of the total vegetation than in No. 1. It is in this portion of the 
area that live oak and shin oak brush are found at their best. Here, as 
in other sub-areas, the brush grows mainly on the rough, broken slopes, 
while the grass is the principal vegetation in the numerous narrow 
valleys and on thc lerel divides. 
Going from the south to the north and from east to west in the 
area the land gradually becomes less broken, with large areas of smooth 
grassland becoming more numerous. The live oak and shin oak brush 
also become more sparse to the north and west. From Schleicher 
County west in Sub-area No. 4 the land is rather smooth and practically 
treeless. I t  has the highest evelation of any part of the Plateau. The 
vegetation is chiefly a mixture of grasses, including buffalo grass, needle 
grass, burro grass, tobosa and grama grass, with a scattering of mesquite 
trees. 
That portion of Sub-area No. 4 to the east of Schleicher County is 
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characterized by wide valleys or basins and mesquite flats separated by 
rough, broken ridges. The ridges are covered with oak brush and 
resemble the broken portion of Sub-area No. 2, while the basins and 
flats have a heavy turf of grass with mesquite trees liberally distributed 
over them. 
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Figure 6.-Average number of cattle, sheep, and goats per section in each county of 
the area. (U. S. Census, 1925.) 
Sub-area No. 5 is another stony, hilly, and broken brush-covered area. 
The brush differs, however, from that in Sub-area No. 3. Gray oak and 
catclaw take the place of the live oak and shin oak and the sub-area as a 
whole is less densely covered with brush than is Sub-area No. 3. The 
grass in this portion of the area is mostly grama, buffalo, and needle 
grass. 
RELATION OF PHYSICAL FEATURES OF AREA TO DISTRIBUTION 
OF CATTLE, SHEEP, AND GOATS 
The numbers of cattle, sheep, and goats per section for each county 
in the area as given in the Agricultural Census of 1925 are indi~ated 
in Figure 6. An examination of this figure along with Figure 4, show- 
ing the distrib~~tion of vegetation over the area, reveals a close relation- 
ship between the distribution of livestock and that of vegetation. While 
all of the counties have some of each, there are significant variations in 
the proportions of the three types .of livestock in different parts of the 
area. I n  those counties lying north and west of Sutton County, where 
there is very little live oak and shin oak or good browse of any kind, 
goats are of minor importance compared with either cattle or sheep, 
while cattle are somewhat- more important than sheep. In  the central 
and southern parts of the area where brush, and especially live oak and 
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shin oak make up a large proportion of the vegetation, sheep and goats 
are most numerous and cattle occupy a secondary position. Much of 
the range in this portion of the area is rough and broken in character 
and is less accessible to cattle than to sheep and goats. I n  the nor4'- 
Figure 7.-Trend in production of cattle, sheep, and goats in the area as indicated by 
numbers assessed-1913 to 1928. (Comptroller's Reports, Texas.) 
eastern part of the area the situation is reversed and sheep and goats 
are of secondary importance to cattle. There is only a moderate amount 
of browse in these counties. 
TRENDS IN NUMBERS OF LIVESTOCK 
Since the 1925 Census mas taken, however, there has been considerable 
change in the numbers of cattle, sheep, and goats in the area. The 
numbers of cattle have been reduced while the numbers of sheep and 
goats have been increased. The change has been rather general through- 
out the area, altl~ough it. has been much more marked in the north- 
eastern part. I n  Figure 7 the trend in the numbers of cattle, sheep, 
and goats from 1913 to 1928 is indicated. It will be noted that sheep 
and goats -have increased almost continuously since 1913, while the 
numbers of cattle have been decreasing since 1923. The decline in 
numbers of all kinds of livestock in the area from 1917-1919 was 
apparently due to drought conditions during 1917 and 1918. This de- 
cline was only temporary-the trend continuing upward as the range 
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returned to normal. The big change in  the proportions of cattle, sheep, 
and goats in the area has occurred since 1923. The decrease in the 
numbers of cattle and the continued increase of sheep and goats have 
been largely due to a lower purchasing power of cattle relative to 
'Purchasrno Power 
Figure 8.-Showing purchasing power of cattle and sheep, 1913 to 1928, and mohair. 
1915 to 1928. Rase used-average price, cattle and sheep, 1910-1914, mohair, 1916 ; index. 
all commodities, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1910-1914 base. (For details, see Table 20 
in the Appendix.) 
sheep, wool, and mohair. The relative purchasing power of cattle, 
sheep, and mohair is shown in Figure 8. The purchasing power of wool 
has followed the purchasing power of sheep very closely. 
SIZE AND ORGANIZATION OF RANCHES 
The distribution of ranches by size groups and the proportion of the 
ranch area represented by each size group in  Edwards and Sutton 
Counties are shown in Table 1. These data were secured by special 
tabulations from the 1925 Agricultural Census and include all ranches 
enumerated in these two counties. 
I n  Edwards County 74 per cent and in Sutton County 54 per cent, 
orvan average of 68 per cent of .all ranches so called, were less than eight 
sections in size. These figures seem to indicate a predominance of small 
ranches in the area. However, when the proportion of the total area 
represented by the groups of different sizes is considered, a different 
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picture is obtained. Sixty-three per cent of the land in  ranches in 
Edwards County and 86 per cent in Sutton County was operated in 
units of eight sections or more in size. 
It will be noted that there were many more small ranches in  Edwards 
County than in Sutton County. This is a t  least partly due to the fact 
that the southern half of Edwards County is more rough and broken 
and has less good grassland than Sutton County. The resulting lower 
land values have made it easier for the man with limited capital to 
acquire ownership. Another explanation is that this type of land is 
best adapted to goat production and since goats require close supervision 
they are not as well adapted to large-scale production; hence the tendency 
toward smaller ranches. 
The numbers of cattle, sheep, and goats per section 'in Edwards 
and Sutton Counties are given for groups OF each size in Table 2. Al- 
though they lie side by side, the proportions of cattle, sheep, and goats 
were widely different in the two counties. On the average, the ranches 
in Edwards County mere more lightly stocked with cattle and sheep and 
more heavily stocked with goats than were the ranches in Sutton County. 
These differences were undoubtedly due to differences in the relative 
amount of good grassland and browse in the two counties and are further 
evidence of the close correlation between the vegetation and the distribu- 
tion of the three types of livestock throughout the area. 
Table 1-Distribution of ranches and ranch area by size groups* ' 
Size Groups 
I m  than 1 section ............ 
1- 3.9 sections.. ......... 
4- 7.9 becliors . . . . . . . . . .  
.......... 8-11.9 sect'ons 
12-19.9 sections.. . . . . . . . . .  
20-31.9 section?. .......... 
32 and over sect~ons.. ...... 
Total.. ................. 
I Edwards County I Sutton County I Average of two countiea 
'Special tabulations from U. 
310 )100 .0  I100 .0  1 130 1100.0 I100 .0  
8. Census of 1925. 
Number 
of 
ranches 
51 
147 
102 
63 
37 
2 1 
14 
440 
Per cen 
of all 
ranches 
Table %Average numker of cattle, skeep, and goat,s per section on ranchrs of different sizes* 
Per cent 
of rancb 
area 
.5 
9.8 
16.2 
19.5 
15.7 
15.8 
22.5 
I Edwards County I Sutton .County I Average of two countica 
4- 7.9 sections 
8-11.9 sections 
Fize Group 
- 
- - - - - - --- - 
Average ........... ...I 12.4 ( 119 1 178 ( 28.1 1 194 '1 6 i  1 19.4 1 152 1 125 
*Bpeeial tabulations from U. S. Census, 1925. 
Av. No. per section Av. No. per section 
---- 
Av. No. per section 
Cattle 1 Sheep 1 Ghats' Cattle 1 Sheep 1 Goata 1 Cattle 1 sheG7zi 
---------- 
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These data also suggest the variations in the proportions of cattle, 
sheep, and goats on ranches of different sizes. I n  both counties the 
larger ranches carried more cattle and sheep and fewer goats than did 
the smaller ranches. The tendency was for slightly more sheep, many . 
more cattle, and decidely fewer goats on the large ranches as compared 
to the small ones. It has previously been pointed out that ranches tend 
to be smaller in the more rough, broken, and brush-covered areas; also, 
that i t  is this type of land which is best utilized by goats. These points 
at  least partly explain the different proportions of cattle, sheep, and 
goats on large and small ranches. The large ranches tend to go with 
the more smooth land, which in turn has more grass as compared to 
browse than the rough land and consequently is better adapted to cattle 
and sheep. 
When individual ranches are compared, rather extreme variations in 
the proportions of cattle, sheep, and goats are observed, even within 
rather narrow limits of size. This is illustrated in Figure 9, in which 
the livestock organization of individual ranches ranging from 8 to 12 
sections in size is given. It will be noted that some ranches have large 
numbers of goats per section, no sheep, and very few cattle, while others 
representing the other extreme have relatively large numbers of sheep 
and cattle and irery few, if any, goats. However, most of the ranches 
included at  least two of the three types of livestock common to the area 
in their ranch organization. Variations similar to the above were found 
within groups of other sizes, the only difference being that more of the 
smaller ranches had large numbers of goats per section and very few, if 
any, sheep and cattle; whereas more of the larger ranches were heavily 
stocked with sheep and cattle and had fewer goats per section. 
Here again the variations in the combinations of cattle, sheep, and 
goats may be explained, in part a t  least, by differences in topography 
and vegetation. However, another factor of perhaps equal importance 
is the way individual ranchmen respond to changing economic condi- 
tions. Some ranchmen are more alert to their opportunities than others. 
They respond readily to cl~anging economic conditions and seek to take 
advantage of every new situation. Other ranchmen are less price- 
sensitive. They are influenced more by their likes and dislikes or by 
custon~ and established ways of doing things, and make changes in their 
organization very slowly. 
ORGANIZATION OF RANCHES STUDIED, AND CHARACTER OF 
CHANGES TAKING PLACE DURING THE PERIOD 
It will be observed from Table 3 that with but few exceptions cattle, 
sheep, and goats were included in  the organization of each ranch. The 
yearly averages of the rate of stocking for the group show a decrease 
in cattle from 25 to 18 units per section, while sheep and goats remained 
practically constant, averaging slightly above 28 and 7' .units, re- 
spectively. This differs from the recent trends in mimbers of livestock 
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Figure 9.-Showing the variation in livestock organization of individual ranches rang- 
ing from 8 to 12 sections in size. (Special tabulations, U. S. Census, 1925.) 
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for the entire area, particularly in the case of sheep and goats. A 
plausible explanation of this difference is that the section of the area 
represented by these ranches had reached a maximum stocking at or 
previous to the beginning of these records, while the border counties were 
not stockecl to capacity with sheep and goats. 
Table %Yearly rate of stocking with cattle, sheep, and goats per section on 21 ranches for a period of four yearst 
*The terms "cattle unik," "sheep units," and "goat units" as used in the table above and throughout this Bulletin - 
refer to  carrying capacitv units which are based on the nutrition requirements of the different types and classes of 
livestock. A carrying capacity unit is the amount of forage or dry matter required to  maintain a ranae mother cow 
with average weights and gains for a period of one year. The following rat,ios have been used in converting the different 
tvpes and classes of livestock to  the unit basis:  cow^ 1.00 unit; bulls 1.25; calves .58; yearling heifers .87; two-year 
heifers 1.04. vearling steers 96- two-year steer I .OB; three-year steer 1.14; ewes -15; rams .17; lambs .08. vearling 
e.wes .11; ykirling wethers .'I];' wethers . l f i ;  does .13; bucks .15; kids .05; yearling does . lo ;  chevons .ii. The  
methods wed in deriving these units is explained in T e x a ~  Station Bulletin No. 297. 
tFour-year average rate of stockine; on 31 ranchea studied is given in Table 13 in the Appendix. 
I n  sharp contrast ~vitli the high degree ol' uniformity in the combina- 
tion of livestock is tlie estreme  ariat ti on in their proportions from ranch 
to ranch ancl from year to year. Although all three types of livestock 
are found on tllc majority 01 ranches, extrenzc. rariations in their propor- 
tions exist Prom ranch to ranch. Furtliermore, changes in the pro;)or- 
tions of livestock are nit~clc on inc7ivicl1ral ranches from Tear to year. 
The nature ancl extent of these  early cllanges in inclividual ranches are 
well illustrated by Ranchcs Nos. 3, 15, 22, and I1 in Table 3. Tliese 
changes, although quite variecl in character, represent for the most part, 
attempts on the ])art of ranchmen to acljust their production to price 
changes and changes in price relationships between the different types 
of li~estock. I'ndoubteclly the clegree of success attained by ranchmen 
in keeping the organization of their ranches adjusted to changes in 
price relationships ~xplains lnucll of the variation noted in ranch in- 
comes. 
Ranch No. 
10 ............ 
4 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
23 ............ 
3 ............ 
24 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
6 ............ 
1 . . . . . . . . . . .  
17 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
14 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
15 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
12 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
9 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
21 . . . . . . . . . . . .  
19 
16 . . . . . . . . . . .  
22 . . . . . . . . . . .  
5 ............ 
13 ............ 
11 ............ 
7 ............ 
rlverage.. 
- 
Goat units per section 
1925 1926 1927 1928 
------ 
12.94 10.41 14.:8 17.79 
16.82 18.28 2.45 ....... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
23.58 13.09 14.09 .19.55 
11.79 1 2 6 1  14.92 10.77 
13.30 16.89 12.40 12.37 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
11.53 12.65 14.25 12.26 
.33 3.24 6.44 2.95 
7.91 9.31 10.08 8.55 
4.33 4 6 2  5.48 6.02 
8.49 9.26 9.99 10.49 
16.56 19.41 17.71 16.25 
11.69 13.56 3.39 4.27 
11.22 12.79 11.29 14.93 
10.38 10.92 13.31 22.87 
1.96 7.07 9.25 6.84 
. . . . . . .  2.66 3.63 6.16 
. .;. ... 1.91 10.50 7.01 
r .O1 6.24 4.58 5.19 
6.79 7.31 7.25 7.01 
Sheep units per section Cattle units per section* 
1925 
36.42 
52.51 
41.61 
8.77 
27.87 
29.31 
28.20 
27.46 
32.60 
23.70 
16 90 
16.86 
15.45 
10.58 
26.60 
43.59 
32.95 
29.54 
36.27 
12.65 
2.5.63 
1925 
12.02 
10.18 
24.27 
18.53 
18.24 
18.99 
25.28 
30.20 
27.80 
32.04 
31.8fi 
31.84 
29.18 
3S.5fi 
45.51 
38.04 
29.27 
41.85 
38.28 
34.651 
37.76 
28.57 
1926 
27.60 
56.11 
34.80 
22.26 
22.96 
29.90 
27.88 
24.90 
27.22 
26.99 
8.97 
18.92 
15.28 
16.47 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
19.56 
22.78 
17.90 
22.14 
22.27 
12.41 
22.95 
1926 
8.12 
18.38 
17.83 
25.37 
24.50 
20.56 
28.04 
29.26 
32.79 
28.43 
32.85 
37.98 
32.50 
34 52 
33.10 
45.20 
37.48 
34.79 
40.36 
4.5.62 
40.67 
28.56 
1927 
. . . . . .  
22.62 
18.59 
20.50 
2 i . 28  
23.32 
23.2,: 
30.91 
33.24 
35.19 
38.15 
30.93 
36.86 
34.88 
31.!18 
32.35 
42.28 
36.  68 
34.30 
41.90 
45.20 
27.72 
1928 
1.22 
26.22 
21.05 
22.81 
24.00 
32.90 
26.82 
34.45 
31.33 
82.66 
35.64 
32.20 
35.38 
28.48 
30.46 
28.17 
36.45 
36.49 
40.60 
42.97 
43.77 
28.66 
1927 
25.23 
57.90 
37.45 
30.28 
34.57 
20.78 
26.69 
6.28 
19.77 
16.25 
2.93 
13.16 
19.38 
18.25 
3.16 
17.41 
17.43 
18.45 
15.37 
6.80 
-
18.27 
19?8 
-- 
31.83 
53.09 
29.91 
25.59 
31.52 
27.05 
19.51 
10.58 
16.79 
25.81 
2.21 
3.73 
22.83 
16.00 
3.13 
18.24 
21..51 
15.75 
1 i .W 
6.00 
18.14 
20  BULLETIN NO. 413, TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 
RETURNS OBTAINED FROM RANCHES STUDIED 
The period 1925 to 1928, covered in this report, was favorable to 
incomes somewhat above the average. Range conditions, with the excep- 
tion of the spring of 1925, were for the most part good. Cattle, goats, 
and sheep contributed to the income roughly in the proportions of 1, 2, 
and 5, respectively. The principal proclucts sold were calves, lambs, 
goats, wool, and mohair. Cattle prices turnecl up sharply in 192.5 to. 
reach a peak in 1928. The prices for both sheep and goats remaine3 
relatively high throughout the period. Wool prices were highest fo 
the period in  1925 and gradually declined to lower levels. The averag 
price received for all ~vool during the periocl was a cents per pounc 
Mohair sold for a satisfactory price, averaging about 62 cents per pound, 
The size of ranch, gross receipts, expenses, and l=ncome per ranch 
and per section are shown for 31 ranches in Table 4. These ranches 
ranged in size from one to 46 sections. They are arrayed on the basis 
of net returns per ranch, beginning with the highest. ,4s might be 
Table 4--Yearly average net income per ranch and per section, 31 ranchea, 1925-1928t 
*Amount remaining after current expenses depreciation and estimated value of the labor performed by the ope 
and members of his family have been deducied. All ranibee have been figured on an ownership basia. Taxes or 
estate, and depreciation on permanent improvements have been charged instead of lease charges. In order to 
ranches on a more comparable basis, interest paid has not been deducted. 
?For detailed statement of expenses, receipts, and investments per ranch see Tables 11 and 12 in the Appendi~. 
- 
ratcir 
I rear 
place 
Ranch No. 
17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
18 ................. 
12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
29 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 
9 ................. 
19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
10 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
21 ................. 
25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
27 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
11.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
28 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
32 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
8 ................. 
7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Average.. 
Size in 
sections 
46.79 
45.26 
14.79 
20.70 
32.50 
10.50 
14.24 
10.69 
16.50 
13.00 
12.00 
11.00 
9.60 
12.00 
15.75 
7.55 
9.00 
9.49 
6.00 
9.00 
7.00 
6.00 
6.00 
4.00 
4.00 
5.00 
3.00 
3.00 
2.00 
4.00 
1 2 5  
12.00 
Number 
years 
records 
4 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
1 
1 
4 
. 4  
3 
2 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Average 
yearly 
gross 
income 
per ranch 
S 83,473 
51,421 
31,553 
31,301 
36,209 
27,938 
39,720 
23,614 
24,795 
27,067 
21,325 
19,963 
17,315 
20,127 
24,939 
15,376 
15,695 
16,881 
12.934 
15,540 
12.506 
12,106 
12,029 
11,330 
8,469 
8,348 
5,965 
6,528 
7,002 
6,421 
3,254 
21,000 
Average 
yearly 
total 
expens= 
per ranch 
-------- 
t 26,863 
27,549 
10,261 
10,774 
16,513 
8,509 
21,333 
7,029 
8,419 
10,727 
7,130 
7,077 
- 5,316 
8,580 
13.800 
4,357 
4,901 
6,150 
3,461 
6,794 
4,586 
4,559 
4,832 
4.400 
3,431 
3,773 
2,233 
3,416 
4,013 
4.044 
2,236 
-------- 
$ 8,292 
Average 
yearly 
net 
income 
per sectic 
$ 1,210. 
527 
1,44@ 
992 
60 6 
1,850 
1,291 
1,566 
. 992 
1,248 
1,190 
1,171 
1,250 
962 
707 
1,459 
1,196 
1,131 
1,579 
972. 
1,136. 
1,258 
1,199 
1.752 
1,266 
915 
1,244 
1,041 
1,495. 
594 
815. 
$ 1 
Average 
yearly 
expenses 
per 
section 
$ 574 
609 
694 
520 
508 
810 
1,498 
664 
510 
820 
598 
6-13 
554 
715 
876 
577 
543 
648 
577 
755 
658 
700 
805 
1,100 
862 
755 
744 
1,142 
2,006 
1,011 
1,788 
$ 701 
Average 
yearly 
total net 
lncome 
per ranch* 
8 56,611 
23,872 
21,292 
20,527 
19,696 
19,429 
18,387 
16,586 
16,376 
16,339 
14,196 
12,886 
11,998 
11,547 
11,139 
11,019 
10,798 
10,734 
9,473 
8,745 
7,919 
7,547 
7,197 
6,970 
5.035 
4,574 
3,733 
3,111 
2,990 
2,378 
1,019 
$ 12,712 
I 
Average 
,year ly  
gross 
income 
per section 
$ 1,784 
1,136 
2,133 
1,512 
1,114 
2,661 
2,789 
2,230 
1,503 
2,068 
1,788 
1.815 
1,804 
1,677 
1,583 
2,037 
1,738 
1,779 
2,156 
1,727 
1,794 
2,018 
2,005 
2,833 
2.128 
1,670 
1,985 
2,183 
3,501 
1,605 
2,603 
5 1,786 
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espected, there is a wide variation in this figure ranging froni $56,000 
to $1,000. The average income of individual ranches .from 1 to 3.9 
.sections, inclusive, rangecl from $1,000 to $4,000; from 4 to 7.9 sec- 
tions, $2,500 to $11,000; 8 to 11.9 sections, $9,000 to $19,000; 12 to 
19.9 sections, $11,500 to $21,000; and 20 to 46 sections, $20,000 to 
:$56,000. 
While the return per ranch has a strong tendency to follow size of 
ranch, an examination of Table 4 reveals outstanding exceptions. For 
example, the yetir.1~ average income of a 2-section ranch amounted to 
'$2,990, while that of a 4-section ranch amountecl to only $2,378. An- 
other exception of similar proportions is shown in the case of a 149- 
section ranch witl.1 n yearlr aserage income of $21,292 and a 32+-section 
ranch with a yearlj- average income of $19,696. It is quite evident that 
factors other than size of ranch influence the size of income. 
The more significant variation in ranch income is that of net income 
'per section. I t  is at least the more useful figure in comparing the 
relative efficiency of various ranch organizations since i t  eliminates to a 
large cstent the variable of size ancl places all ranches on a fairly com- 
parftl~le basis. The n ~ t  income per section rangecl from $1,850 to $527, 
with an average of $1,055. The existence of such wide differences calls 
for cspllnnation. The inquiry is reduced to one of finding the significant 
factors ~vhich cause ranch incomes per section to vary and a considera- 
tion of what practical use can be made of such information in planning 
and operating ranches for greater profits. 
From the recorcls securetl an attempt mas made to roughly determine 
the relative influence on ranch income per section of such factors as 
prices received, pPr cenl of yozsng, deaf h losses, tuo+ol and mohair clip, 
and the rnfe of c.focX.ing with catflc, sheep, ancl gon,is. A sample of 61 
individual operations (complete business transactions of a ranch for 
one year) were selected from more than 100 with the view of making 
them as comparable as possible, particularly in organization. The in- 
come per section for these 6 1  operations rangecl from $2,000 to $44. 
The multiple correlation methocl was usecl to show the relation of these 
factors to the variation in income per section. To state i t  briefly, this 
analpis indicated that these factors accountecl for 7'3 per cent of the 
variation in incomes per section. The percentage determination of each 
was as follow!: : 
Pcr cent 
. . . . .  1. Wool ~ i l l c l  mohair clip (pouncls per head) 26 
2. Prices rcceivecl. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  16 
. . . .  3 .  Per cent young (calf, lamb, and kid crop) 13  
4. Death losses. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  9 . 
5. Rate of stocking with cattle. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
6. Ratc oS stockillg with sheep . . P , '  . . . . . . .  1 
7. Rate of stocking with goats . . . . .  3 
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No attempt T a s  made to cl~teniiiae the influence of such factors as tl 
indiviclual differences in managerial ability of ranchmen, the variatic 
in cluality and conclitioil of the range froill ranch to rancli, ancl differenc 
in prices paid for feed, supplies, and breeding stock. 
The data available are inadequate to ;I c~omplete ant1 co~liprehensi 
discussioil of the relation of these factors to ranch income, aiid especial 
so in regard to the relation of ranch methods ancl practices to the 
factors. It is quite apparent, however, tllat the group of ranches having 
relatively high i~comes  per section are characterized hy a fairly well 
balanced proportion of cattle, sheep, ancl goats. Their rate of stocking 
is above the average, death losses are lo\v, shearing weights are high, 
and the per cent of young relatively 11ig11. ;I furtller study of ranch 
methods and practices is necessary to more accurately measure their 
relation to the principal factors afyecting ranch incomes. 
The major em711asis of the detailed stud? s-vas that of ranch organiza- 
tion. For this reason this Bulletin will cliscuss inore particularly the 
possibilities of increasing the ranch income by improving the organization 
of the ranch and present a methocl of measuring the probable effect of 
contemplated changes. 
INFORMATION NEEDED IN RANCH PLANNING 
The existence of extreme variations in the con1l)inatinn ancl propor- 
tions of livestock and income per section from ranch to ranch lias been 
noted. Attention has also heel1 callecl to the relatively large number of 
ra~chmen who make changes in the proportions of livestock grazed prac- 
tically every yeay. In vier  oC the dynamic nature of prices, it is fairly 
safe to assume tlzat ranchmen \\-ill continue to modify their basic plans 
from year to year. Furthermore, the effectiveness of these changes will 
depencl upon the aclequacy ancl sounclness of the information upon which 
they are based. 
This naturally leads to the need of a brief statement as to what sucll 
information should include. To hegin with, i t  is necessa1.y for the 
ranchman to know about wlint Carl be espectecl in the procluctioii of live- 
stock and livestock products. For csaii~ple, in a cattle, sheep, and goat 
colnbination wliat percentage of young raised and what weigllts of fleece 
can reasoi~alsly be espectecl? Following t h i ~  is the neecl for information 
relative to yroduction requirenlcnts. Specifically this refers t o  such 
requirements as labor, feed, replacements, death losses, etc. Finally, in 
order to evaluate the probable effect of a given cliange, prices for items 
bought and products sold are needed. 
Standard figures for these items are l3rescntecl in Tables 5, G ,  and 7. 
These data are loasecl largely upon recorcls secured from cooperating 
ranchmen during the four-year period 1925-1 928. I n  arriving at prices 
for products sold collsideration has been giren to avnilable information 
on procluction and price trencls of the various products includecl. 
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Livestock Production and Product.ion Requirements 
The production and production requirements of livestock shonrn in . 
Table 5 are not averages for the entire number of ranches included in 
the study, but represent rounded averages for a comparable group selected 
from them. Ranches which did not include all three types of range 
livestock in their organization or were unusual in otlier respects were 
eliminated. 
Table &Livestock production and production requirementsf 
I cattle Sheep I 
- I 
Production: 
Calves raised. . . . . .  .70 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lambs raised.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .75 
Kids raised . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wool (12 mo. Ave.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 lbs. per fleece.. .... 
Per mother cow 
Mohair (12 mo. 
Ave.) 
Spring clip 
Fall clip.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mixed ages 
(mostly 2's and 3's) 
Per mother ewe Wethers per head I '  
9 .-5 lbs. 
yearlings 8.0 Ibs. 
Per mother doe 
Production Require- 1 1 1 
ments: 
Labor .............. 1 1 . 8  days. . .  1 .45 daya . . .  . I  . 2  days. . . .  
grown goats 6.0 1bs. 
yearlings 2.3 lbs. 
kids 1 .3  lbs. 
.45 days-add .25 
days where kidding 
by hand 
.5 lbs. 
6.0 Ibs. 
tFor complete statement by ranches see Tables 14, 15, and 16 in the Appendix. 
The number of xoung raised, the labor required, the cake and salt fed 
have been figured on a mother animal basis. I n  other words, the figures 
given in Table 5 were derived by dividing the total number of calves, 
lambs, and kids raised; the total amounts of labor required; and the 
total amounts of cake and salt fed to each type of livestock by the 
number of mother animals of each type. I n  the case of wethers produc- 
tion and requirement data were figured on a per head basis. The figures 
on feed requirements are averages for a period of years. The amount 
of feed fed will vary widely from year to year, depending on the condition 
of the range. Some years very little if any feeding is done, while in . 
other years large amounts of feed are fed. 
Herd Requirements, Replacements, Death Losses, and Culls 
I n  making budgets or projecting ranch plans into the future i t  is 
quite necessary to be able to approximate closely the herd requirements 
in bulls, rams, and bucks. Likewise it is necessary to know about what 
replacements kill be needed, death losses expected; and culls to be sold. 
Information of this kind is provided in Table 6. 
* 
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Table &Requirements, replacements, death losses, and sales for breedins herd and miscellaneous costa and requirements I Cattle I Sheep I Goab 
Requirementa: 
........ .... Bulls, r am,  and bucks 1 4 bulls per 100 cows ....... . 1 3 rams per 100 ewes ;. .I 3 bucks per 100 d m  
Replacements: 
Cows, ewes, and does...... 
Bulls, rams, and bucks.. 
Death Losses:* 
Cows, ewm and doea. ... 
Heifers, l-yr. ewes, 
and l-yr. does.. ...... 
Bulls, rams, and bucks .... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Miscellaneous expenses per section.. $ 115.M) 
..................................................... Sadd!e horses per section 1 head 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Expense per hone '3 30.00 
24 2-yr. heifs. per 100 cows 
35 l-yr. heifs. per 100 corn 
25 per 100 bulls ............. 
Culls Sold: 
Cows, ewes, and does ...... 
.. Bulls, rams, and bucks.. 
*Death loasea of wethers, 3.5 per cent. 
.......... 4 per 100 cows... 
1 per 100 2-yr. heifere.. .... 
1 per 100 1-yr. heifers 
............. 5 per 100 bulls 
Prices for Items Bought and Products Sold 
30 1-yr. ewea per 100 ewea 
.......... 25 per 100 rams.. 
19 per 100 co ws... .......... 
30 per 100 bulls.. ........... 
The basic prices used are stated in Table 7 .  These prices are based 
upon the prices which have prevailed in the area during the past few 
years, price trends, and a study of conditions likely to influence prices 
during the years just ahead. These prices are not to be taken as 
predicted prices for any particular year or group of years, but rather 
as average prices and price relationships which seem most likely to pre- 
vail in the area oyer the nest 4-6 years. I n  planning a long-time 
ranching system the ranchman is more interested in the price relation- 
ships and price trends that are likelr to prevail for the period than for 
23 l-yr. does per 100 d m  
25 per 100 bucks 
.............. 7 per 100 ewes 
........... 2 per 100 1-IT. ewes 
......... 13 per 100 rams.. 
any gven  pear. 
Table 7-Prices for items bought, and products soldt 
Items bought / Products sold 
10 per 100 d m  
3 per 100 l-yr. d m  
13 per 100 bucks 
21 per 100 ewes .............. 
. . . . . . . . . . .  12 per 100 rams. 
Cake .................... t 40.00 per ton 
Hay.. .................. $ 18.00 per ton 
Salt ..................... $ .90 per cwt.. 
Freight .................. % .iO per cwt. 
.... . Wool bags and twine.. $ r 0 each (25 fleeces of 12 mo. wool to bag) 
(100 fleeces of mohair to bag? 
10 per 100 d m  
12 per 100 bucks 
Shearing: 
Sheep .................. $ .10 per head-200 for rams 
Goats .................. $ .07 per head-14c for bucks 
Labor: 
............ Regular $40.00 per mo. and $15.00 per mo. board 
.... Extra day labor.. $ 2 50 per day and $0.50 per day board 
Bulls for replacement.. . . .  $150 .OO 
Rams for replacement ...... % 35.00 
Bucks for replacement.. . .  S 40.00 
........... Calves $35.00 per head 
Cull corn.. ..... $30.00 per head 
Cull bulls.. . . . . .  $70.00 per head 
. . . . . . . .  Lamb.. t 6.50 ~ e r  head 
- (mixed) 
. . . . .  Cull ewes.. $ 6.00 per head 
(5's past) 
.......... Cull rams $15.00 per head 
Wool .............. $ .33 per pound 
Kids (shorn). . . .  $ 3.00 (mixed) 
1-yr. chevons ...... t 3.00 
..... C~lll does.. $ 3 .OO (5's past) 
Cull bucks ..... f 15.00 per head 
Mohair grown 50c per Ib. 
yearling and kid 60c per Ib. 
tFor average prices receiyed by cooperating ranchmen aee Tables 17 and 18 in the Appendix. For p r im of wool 
and mohair at  a repreaentatlve warehouse over a perlod of years see Table 19. 
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tin esamination of the trend of cattle prices* in the United States 
shows a rather definite cyclical movement. The peaks and depressions of 
these cycles have followed each other with a rather high degree of 
regularity. They are characterized by sharp peaks and relatively wide 
depressions indicating a short period of high values and a longer period 
of low values. I n  the United States high points in the purchasing 
ponTer of cattle were reached i n  1885, 1899, 1915, and l o r  in 1894, 1905, 
--d 1925. Interpreting the future by the past, we should expect cattle 
ces to reach another high in 1930 or 1931 and then decline for a 
riod of 6 to 8 years. 
The cyclical movement of sheep prices! is not as definite as that of 
cattle. However, peaks and depressions have occurred with sufficient 
regularity to warrant serious consideration by ranchmen in  planning 
changes. Jn  the past, high points in the purchasing power of sheep 
have been reached in the United States in 1892, 1899, 1908, 1911, 1918, 
and 1929 and low points in 1895, 1903, 1909, 1912, and 1922. If no 
important changes are made in the tariff on wool, indications are that 
sheep may be expected to decline for the next two or three years. 
In the past wool and sheep prices have tended to more together. 
Wool prices apparently reached a low point during 1930 and may be 
expected to improve during the next three to five years. 
During the past fifteen years the trend of mollair prices2 has closely 
paralleled that of wool. The production of mohair in the United States 
has increased from a pre-war average of approximately 4,000,000 pounds 
to slightly above 16,000,000 pounds in 1929. The production for 19'29 
is about equal to the average consumption of this country for the past 
sis years. If production continues to increase to a point in excess of 
domestic c~nsumption the tariff will no longer be effective ancl tvorlcl 
prices will prevail. 
I t  is thought well to make clear at  this point that the data presented 
do not apply generally, but must be modified to fit the situation of 
individual ranchmen for a given time. I n  other words, the figures 
given should be considered as a kind of standard-an average with the 
extremes eliminated. This furnishes the ranchman not only with a 
basis of comparison, but suggests the items which should be included in 
planning changes. For example, it is necessary for the ranchman who 
wishes to use this method of measuring the probable effect of a pro- 
posed change to check each item in the standard figures and substitute, 
where necessary, figures based on his individual experience. It is recog- 
nized that wide variations exist in production, and production require- 
ments between individual ranches. The thing of greatest importance 
+California Experiment Station Bulletin KO. 461, "Economic Aspects of the 
Beef Cattle Industry." 
?California Experiment Station Bulletin No. 473, "Economic Aspects of the 
Sheep Industry." 
$Unpublished data, Rurenu of Agricultural Economics, U. S. Department of 
Agriculture. 
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Figure 10.-Cattle, sheep, and goats are grazed in combinations for the best utilization 
of the range. Cattle predominate on the smooth, open grasslands; sheep are more numer- 
ous on the moderately rough, rolling lands ; while goats are found in greatest numbers 
on the rough, broken, and brushy lands. 
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is that the ranchman, in planning changes, use production, production 
requirements, and prices approximating as closely as possible those of 
his ranch. 
BUDGETING TO DETERMINE THE MOST PROFITABLE COMBINA- 
TION OF LIVESTOCK 
The importance of ranch planning has already been stressed. The 
kind of information needed in making changes in ranch plans has been 
presented and explained. The next step is to illustrate the use of such 
information by relating it  to organization problems of actual ranches. 
Before the details of this illustration are presented, attention should 
again be called to the fact. that certain physical factors such as soils, 
surf ace, climate, and vegetation set fairly definite limits on the kinds 
and numbers of livestock which can be grazed. According to a study 
made by V. L. Cory on the Ranch Experiment Station in Sutton and 
Edwards Counties,* grazing formed more than 2 of the feeding time 
of cattle, about 5 of that of sheep, and less than of that of goats. 
Browsing formed about 1/12 of the feeding time of cattle, 1/10 of that 
of sheep, and over + of that of goats. This indicates that cattle and 
sheep are keen competitors in grazing, while goats compete to a much 
less extent. While cattle and sheep are keen competitors on the range, 
they are to some extent complementary. For example, sheep utilize a 
great many weeds that cattle leave untouched. They also better utilize 
short grasses. On the other hand, cattle better utilize taller and more 
mature growths, especially needle grass, which would not be utilized by 
sheep and otherwise tend to become a pest in  the pastures. Goats, how- 
ever, utilize the browse of the range with relatively little competition 
from either cattle or sheep. Llny one of the three types of livestock 
may be substituted for either of the others to the extent that they 
compete for the same regetation. Thus, at  any particular time sheep 
may be sub~tituted for a large portion of the cattle and vice versa, while 
goats can be substituted to a much more limited extent for either. In  
this way physical limits are set, within which price relationships operate 
to determne the most profitable combinations of the three types of 
livestock. 
The results from a given combination of livestock or the effect of a 
change in such a combination mag be closely approximated by budgeting. 
The ranch budget, may roughly be defined as a systematic method of 
estimating how well a given combination of livestock mill pay. It is 
calculated on the basis of the production, production requirements, and 
prices expected for the years just ahead. 'The ranch budget should state 
as concisely as possible the livestock organization, the production, the 
expenses, and the receipts of the particular ranch budgeted. The steps 
to be taken are given in detail as follows : 
""Activities of Livestock on the Range," Texas Station Bulletin No. 367. 
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1. Record the livestock combination planned. 
2 .  Estimate the production of the different types of livestock, t h  
number needed for replacement, and the number to be sold. 
3. State the feed requirements and other expenses of livestock mak 
ing a distinction Eetween home-grown and purchased feeds. 
4. Indicate the expected value of livestock and livestock products t 
be sold, and the expected cost of feeds, and other materials purchasec 
Allocate labor costs if possible. 
5. I n  addition to direct costs for livestock, include estimates on th 
expense side for all repairs, taxes, ranch insurance, and other overhea 
items. 
6. Summarize the expected expenses and receipts and indicate th 
net returns. 
A ranch has been chosen from the group studied in detail to whic 
the budgeting method ~vill be applied in order to more clearly illustrn+ 
its use in ranch planning. The ranch used in the illustration conta 
16.5 sections of land. The vegetation consists mainly of a mixture 
curly mesquite ancl buffalo grass, and lire oak, shin oak, and other bru 
ancl is fairly typical of the range in this area on which cattle, sheep, an 
goats are grazed together. I t  is stocked at the rate of approximately 3 
units of cattle, and 1'7 units of goats per section. The breeding herd 
consisted of 15 cows, 6 two-year heifers, 6 yearling heifers, and .6 bulk 
ancl 73 does, 30 yearling does, and 2 bucks per section. I n  addition t 
the breeding herds and the annual increase, 30 chevons per section wer 
carried. 
Table 8-Detai!ed budget, actual organization 16.5--seation ranch 
. 
50 animal units per section (33 cattle and 17 goats) 
Section A: Organization. Production, and Sales 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Grand total $13,415.84 I I 
Livestock and 
livestock products 
---- 
Cattle: 
Corn.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Replacements: 
2-yr. heifers .......... 
1-yr. heifers . . . . . . . . . .  
Bul ls... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Calves. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total cattle.. 
Goats: 
Does ..................... 
Replacements: 
Yearling does.. . . . . . .  
Bucks .................... 
Kids ............................... 
Yearling chevons. . . . . . . . . .  
Mohair.. . . . . . . . . . . .  *. 
Total goats 
Number 
250 
86 
87 
10 
-- 
1200 
390 
36 
390 
. . . . . . . . . . .  
Production 
75 (culls). . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 (culls). ........ 
175 
258 (culls). . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 (culls). ......... 
780 
378 
8586 Ibs. grown hair 
1794 lbs. yrl. hair. 
1014 lbs. kid hair.. 
Death 
oss 
10.0 
1.0 
1.0 
.5  
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
120.0 
12.0 
5 .0  
. . . . . . . .  
12.0 
$ 7,945.80 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sales 
lk-p-----p 
Replace- 
ments 
raised 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
85 
86 
. . . . . . . . . .  
87 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
378 
. . . . . . . . . .  
780 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Amount 
75 (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 (culls) 
88 
258 (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 (culls) 
.............................. 
378 
8586 Iba. 
1794 lbs, 
1014 1bs. 
Replace- 
ments 
purchased 
----- 
2.5 
. . . . . . . . . .  
------ 
9.0 
Salt 
2;25 
14 
3,08 
$ 5,47 
$ 774.( 
60.( 
1,134.00 
.......... 
.......... 
5,977.80 
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Table 8 (Continued)-Detailed budget, actual organization 16.5-section ranch 
Section B: Expenses* ' 
Section C: Swnmary of Receipta and Expem.  
*Depreciation, taxes, and interest not included. 
Item 
...................... Labor. 
Feed: . 
................... Cake.. 
....................... Salt.. 
Frelght on feed and salt. ...... 
Freight on wool and mohair.. 
Shearing 
Wool bags and mine.. 
Replacements: 
Bulls and bucka .............. 
Miscellaneous expense.. 
Total 
Amount 
1,290 days 
23,100 pounds 
22,200 pounds 
45,300 pounds 
11,394 pounds 
.............. 
45bags 
.............. 
.............. 
Goata 
Total . 
-- 
$ 1,971.00 
2,416.32 
1,897.50 
480.00 
$ 6,764.82 
Hone expense 
................................... Total 
Coet 
$ 2,360.70 
462.00 
199.80 
226.50 
56.97 
314.85 
31.50 
735.00 
1,897.50 
480.00 
$ 6,764.82 
f 
Cattle 
Amount ' 
540 days reg. 
300 days kid- 
ding 
600 pounds 
7,200 pounds 
7,800 pounde 
11.394 pounds 
72 bucks 
4,350 other 
45 bags 
. 9 bucks 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 
Expenses 
..................... Cattle (Section B) 
....................... Goats (Sect~on B) 
Other Expenses: 
Miucellaneous (Section B) .............. 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Horse Expense (Section B) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total expenses.. 
Receipts 
........................... Cattle (Section A) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Goats (Section A).  .+ 
Total receipta ......................... 
Total net returns.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Net returns per section ............... 
Amount 
450 days 
22.500 pounds 
15,000 pounds 
37,500 pounds 
.......................... 
........................................... 
................................ 
2.5 bulls 
Coet 
$ 1,537.20 
12.00 
64.80 
39 .OO 
56.97 
314:85 
31.50 
360.00 
Total 
$ 5,470.00 
7,945.80 
$ 13,415.80 
$ 6,650.98 
$ 403.62 
Cost 
$ 823.50 
450.00 
135.00 
187.50 
375.00 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
t 1,971.00 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
-I $ 2,416.32 
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Section B: Expensea* 
Table 9-Detailed budget, revised organization, 16.5-section ranch 
50 animal units per section (15 cattle, 27 sheep, and 8 goats) 
- 1 Cattle I Sheep I Goats 
-A 
I Total 
fivestock and 
'iivestock products 
-- 
Cattle: 
Cows.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Replacements: 
2-yr. heifers.. . . . . . . . . .  
1-yr. heifers.. . . . . . . . . .  
Bulls.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Calves.. 
Total cattle. 
Sheep: 
Ewes.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Replacements: 
. . . . . . .  Yearling ewes.. 
Rams ..................... 
Lambe ............................. 
Wool.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total sheep,. 
Goats: 
Does.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Replacements: 
. Yearling does ............ 
Bucks.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mohair.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total goats 
Grand tot,al of sales 
(Cattle, sheep and goats) .. 1 
Item 
Labor.. ....... 
Sect,ion 
Number 
130 
32 
33 
5 
1800 
540 
54 
700 
161 
21 
-- 
Feed: 
Cake.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A: Organization, 
Production 
26 (culls). . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 (cull). ......... 
91 
403 (culls). . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  7 (culls\. 
1350 
19152 pounds 
. . . . . . . .  86 (culls). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  3 (culls). 
455 
4809 lbs. grown hair 
370 Ibs. yrl. hair.. 
- 
592 Ibs. kid hair.. 
Salt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. .  Freight on feed and salt. 
Freight on wool and mohair 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . .  Shearing 
220,344.86 
Wool bags and twine . . . . . . . .  
Replacement to H. Herd : 
. .  Bulls, rams and t ucks.. 
........ Miscellaneous expense 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Horse expense 
Production, and Sales 
. . . . . .  Total expense.. 
Death 
loss 
5 .O 
1 .0  
1.0 
.25 
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
126.0 
11.0 
7.0 
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
70.0 
5.0 
3.0 
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sales 
Amount I Value 
Amount 
234 dayr 
11700 I b  
7800 Ibs 
19600 Ibe 
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  
1.25 bull 
. . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  
-- 
.. . . . . . . .  
. , 2 6  (cul!s) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 (cull) 
58 
403 (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
7 (culls) 
810 
19,152 lbs. 
wool 
Sri (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
3 (culls) 
291 
4809 11& 
370 Ibs. 
593 Ibs. 
Replace- 1 Replace- 
S 730.00 
70.00 
2,030.00 
9 2,880.00 
t 2.418.00 
105.00 
4,455.00 
6,320.16 
$13,298.16, 
% 258 00 
45.00 
852.09 
2,981.70. 
$ 4,166.70 
ments 
raised 
' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
3 1 
32 
. . . . . . . . . .  
33 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
529 
. . . . . . . . . .  
540 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
156 
. . . . . . . . . .  
161 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Cost 
8 428.22 
234 .OO 
70.20 
97.50 
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  
cost 1 Amount cost 1 Amount 
ments 
purchased 
----- 
S 1.25 
. . . . . . . . . .  
-----
14.00 
. . . . . . . . . .  
-----
6.00 
. . . . . . . . . .  
~~~~~
Amount 
--
810 d a y ~  
14400 Ibs. 
14400 1 b .  
28800 lhs, 
19163 Ihs. 
: 4 rams 
2340 other 
96 bags 
187.50 
$1017.42 
1 
$1482'. 30 315 da. rep. S 896.70 1534 days 
1175 da.lid.1 1 
14 rams 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
288.001 350 ~ ~ s .  7.00; 26450 lbs, 
129. ti0 4200 lbs. 37.80 26400 Ibs, 
144.00 4550 1hs. 22.75 52850 Lbs 
95.76 5771 Ibs. 28.85 24923 It*, 
490.00 6 bucks 240.00 . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . I  . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  I 1Rhd. 
Cost 
-- 
*Depreciation, taxes, and interest not included. 
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Table 9 (Continued)-Detailed budget, revised organization. 16.5--section ranch 
Section C: Summary of Receipts arld Expenqes 
I ( 1  I 
Receipts I Total / I  Expenses 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total net returns 8 12,600.81 
Net returns per section . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 763.69 - ! I! 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  CAttle (Section A) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sheep (Section A). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Goats (6ection A ) .  
Total receipts .......... . . . . . . . . . . .  
t 2,880.00 
13,298.36 
4,166.70 
$ 20,344.86 
Table ]&Detailed budget, revised organization, 16.5-Section ranch 
(58 animal units per sect,ion, 15 cattle, 35  sheep, and 8 goats) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Cattle (Section B) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sheep (Section B) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Goats (Section B) 
Ot!<er expenses: 
Miscellaneous (Section B) . . . . . . . . . . .  
Horse expcnse (Section B). . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total expenses 
and Sales 
Replace- 
ments 
raised 
31 
32 
. . . . . . . . . .  
33 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
686 
. . . . . . . . . .  
700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
156 
. . . . . . . . . .  
161 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
-- 
, . . . . . . . .  1 
Replace- 
ments 
purchased 
----- 
.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1.25 
. . . . . . . . . .  
----- 
18.00 
. . . . . . . . . .  
~~~~~ 
. .  :. 
6.00 
. . . . . . . . . .  
-p
Livestock and 
livestock products 
Cattle: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Cows.. 
Replacements: 
2-yr. heifers.. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  1-yr. heifers.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Bulls.. 
Calves. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota! cattle. 
Sheep: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ewes.. 
Replacements: 
. . . . . . . . . . .  1-yr. ewes.. 
Rams ................... .. 
Lamba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wool.. 
Total sheep 
Goats: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Does.. 
Replacements: 
. . . . . . . . . . .  1-yr. does.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Bucks.. 
Kids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mohair.. 
Total goats 
.Grand total. 
Sales 
Production, 
Death 
loss 
5 .OO 
1 .OO 
1.00 
.25 
... . .I.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
163 .OO 
14.00 
9.00 
. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
70.00 
5.00 
3.00 
. . . . . . . .  
Section 
Number 
Jan. 1 
130 
32 
33 
5 
2330 
700 
70 
700 
161 
21 
-- 
Amount 
26 (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 (cull) 
58 
523 (culls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
9 (culls) 
1050 
24,800 Ibs. 
86 (cu!ls) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
3 (culls) 
294 
4809 Ibs. 
370 Ibs. 
592 Ibs. 
-
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A: Organization, 
Production 
. . . . . . . .  26 (culls). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
......... 1 (cull). 
9 1 
. . . . . . .  523 (culls). 
. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  9 (culls). 
1750 
24,800 Ibs. 
. . . . . . . .  86 (culls). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  3 (culls). 
455 
4809 Ibs. grown hair 
370 Ibs. yrl. hair.. 
592 Ibs. kid hair.. 
- 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
-- 
V a h  
S 780'00 
70.00 
2,030.00 
% 2,880.00 
% 3,138.80 
135.08 
5,775.C 
8,184.C 
$17,232 . C  
d 258 .h  
45.00 
882.00 
2,981.70 
-
5 4,166.70 
$24.278.70 
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Table 10 (Continued)-Detailed budget, revised organization, 16.5-section ranch 
Section B: Expenses* 
I I I I 1 Cattle I Goats I Total 
-- 
I Sheep 
-- 
350 Ihs. 
4200 lbs, 
4550 Ibs 
5771 Ibs 
42 bucks 
2177 othe~ 
Item 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Labor 
306CO 11,s. 613 
30640 Ihs. 275 
61330 Ibs. 306 
30571 lhs. 152 
i m n n t  U 
234 days $ 428.22 
18640 Ibs. 
37280 Ibs. 
24800 lbs. 
- 
Cake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Salt ......................... 
Fre~ght on feed and salt.. .... 
.Freight on wool and mohair.. 
70 rams 
3020 other1 
Amount Coat 
------- 
1048 days $1917.84 
11700 
7800 
19500 
. . . . . . .  
Shearing.. .................. I . . . . . .  
Amount 
315 da. reg. 
175 da. k ~ d  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wool baga and twine 124 bags 86.80 23 bags 
Replacement to B. Herd: 
Bulls, rams and bucks ....... I 1.25 bull 1 1  187.50 18 rams 1 1  630.00 6 bucks 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Miscellaneous expense 
Horse expense . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . .  . . . . . . .  1 : .  . . . .  : I a . .  . . . .  - 1 . .  . . . .  : I . . . . . .  
..... . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . ,  Total expense.. 1 .  ........ .1$1017.421.  l$3802.€0l. 
i J 
*Depreciation, taxes, and interest not included. 
bal 
Section C: Summary of Receipts and Expenses 
A complete budget for this organization, using the standard f igu~ 
given in Tables 5, 6, and 'i' as a basis, is shown in Table 8. The I 
returns of approximately $400 per section is indicated. This is f 
.below the return which may reasonably be expected from a ranch ul 
this type when the production, production requirements, and prices used 
prevail. The question is raised as to what are some of the fundamental 
weaknesses of this organization. Two are at  once apparent. No sheep 
are included in the livestock combination and the rate of stocking, or the 
number of animal units carried, is low compared with the normal carry- 
ing capacity of the ranch. For the most part, ranches which 11a1-e 
realized average illcomes or above during the past few years have had a 
well balanced combination of cattle, sheep, and goats. This suggests 
the possibility of increasing the income from this ranch by changing the 
livestock combination. The rate of stocking will be held constant (50  
units), but the combination changed to 15 units of cattle, 27 units of 
sheep, and 8 units of goats per section. The calculated results of this 
To1 
.$ 1,( 
R,! 
1.l 
I,! ,
$ 8. huq 
Receipts 
. . . . .  'Cattle (Section A) ................. .. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sheep (Section A). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Goats (Sectlon A).  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total receipts.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total net rett~rns 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  Net returns per section. 
Total 
2,880.00 
17,232.00 
4,166.70 
$ 24,278.70 
% 15,673.71 
$ 949.92 
Expenses 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Cattle (Section B). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sheep (Sectjon B) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Goats (Sectlon B) 
Other Expenses: 
Miscellaneous (Section B) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Horse expense i~ection B) . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total expenses.. 
change are shown in Table 9. This shows a net return per section of 
$765.00 or an increase of $360.00 per section over the actual organiza- 
tion. It is not claimed that the revised combination is the best possible 
to be derived, but i t  is apparent that i t  will give decidedly better returns 
than the actual organzation being followed. 
The low number of animal units grazed on this ranch suggests the 
possibility of increasing the income by increasing the rate of stocking. 
With this in mind let us see what would be the probable effect of in- 
creasing the number of animal units grazed by 8. I n  this case a com- 
bination of 15 units of cattle, 35 units of sheep, and 8 units of goats 
will be budgeted. The results are shown in Table 10. The net returns 
per section from this combination amount to $950.00, an increase of 
$185.00 per section over a combination of 15 units of cattle, 27 units of 
sheep, and 8 units of goats. I t  is not to be inferred from this illustration 
that 58 animal units is the best possible rate of stocking for ranches 
generally. This should be determined by such factors as the composi- 
tion of the range, its condition, the topography of the land, the size of 
the pastures, water facilities, experience of the ranchman, etc. It is 
significant in this connection, however, that the ranches on which all 
three types of livestock were grazed were stocked at  an average rate of 
61 units per section. The ranch used in the above illustration is judged 
to be a t  least equal in carrying capacity to the average of the ranches 
studied. 
I n  planning adjustments, each ranchman should use, in  so far  as it is 
possible, production and production requirement data for his own ranch. 
The data used as a basis for the above illustration represent average 
accomplishments, whereas the results secured on individual ranches vary 
widely. For example, the actual production of the ranch used in  this 
illustration is materially above the standard but a t  the same time the 
production requirements are considerably higher than the requirements 
shown in the standard. I f  actual production and labor requirements 
vere used in Tables 8 and 9, the returns per section would be $560 as 
compared with $405 when standard figures were used. This represents 
a difference of $155 per section due to a difference in production and 
production requirements. However, when actual production and re- 
quirements are applied to the revised organization as given in Table 9, 
the returns per section are $830 or $270 per section in favor of the 
revised organization. 
Up to this point the chief emphasis has been on the possibilities of 
increasing ranch income by improvements in organization. Before cloa- 
ing, we should like to call attention again to additional opportunities of 
increasing the ranch income through improved methods and practices 
in handling livestock. The possibilities in this connectlon are indicated 
by the wide variations in such factors as per cent of young, death losses, 
and shearing weights. For example, on the 21 ranches from which 
records were secured for a period of four years the average number of 
calves raised per 300 cows varied from 46 to 89, the number of lambs 
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per 100 ewes from 53 to 82, and the number of kids per 100 does from 
52 to 80. On the same group of ranches death losses in the breeding 
herds varied from 0 to 8 per cent for cattle, from 1 to 20 per cent for 
sheep, and from 4 to 15 per cent for goats, while the wool clip for 
mature animals ranged from 7' to 10 pounds per head, and mohair from 
44 to 7 4  pounds per head. It has been previously pointed out in a 
discussion of ranch income that these three factors accounted for approxi- 
mately 50 per cent of the variation in income per section on the ranches 
studied. It is evident from these figures that much can be done to 
increase ranch income by improvements in the methods and practices 
of handling livestock. However, when practices are equally good, re- 
turns are greater on well organized ranches. Maximum returns depend 
upon the maintenance of the best possible combination of livestock with 
respect to range utilization and price relationships, and the effectiveness 
of the methods and practices followed. 
SUMMARY 
The extent of the Edwards Plateau grazing area is approximately 
25,000,000 acres. Physical factors such as soils, climate, topography, 
and vegetation are such that most of the area is devoted to grazlng. 
Cattle, sheep, and goats are the principal types of livestock produced 
and are generally grazed together on the same ranch. 
A rather close relationship was found to exist between the distribution 
of livestock in the area and the vegetation and topography. I n  those 
counties lying north and west of Sutton County, where there is very 
little live oak and shin oak or good browse of any kind, goats are of 
minor importance compared with either cattle or sheep, while cattle are 
somewhat more important than sheep. I n  the central and southern 
parts of the area, where brush, and especially live oak and shin oak, 
makes up a large proportion of the vegetation, sheep and goats far 
exceed cattle in importance. Much of the range in thiaportion of the 
area is also less accessible to cattle than to sheep and goats because of its 
rough, broken character. The situation is reversed in those coxnties 
lying north and east of Gillespie County. Here cattle are much more 
important than either sheep or goats. Browse makes up a small pro- 
portion of the vegetation in these counties. 
A high degree of uniformity in the practice of grazing cattle, sheep, 
and goats together on the same ranch was revealed, both by a special 
tabulation from the Census of 1925 and by data from the 31 ranches 
studied in detail during the period 1925-1928. I n  sharp contrast to 
this uniformity of livestock combination was the wide variation found 
in  tlie proportions of each type from ranch to ranch, and in the case 
of the ranches sttldied in detail, the obvious and almost universal ten- 
dency of this proportion to change on each ranch from year to year. 
The net income per section of the ranches studied showed a wide 
variation, ranging from $1,850 to $527 and even more extreme variations 
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when individual operations were considered instead of an average of the  
period studied. Such wide differences not only challenge one for a 
satisfactory explanation, but suggest the possibility of materially increas- 
ing ranch incomes. 
Such factors as per cent of young raised, wool and mohair clip, death 
losses, prices received, and the rate of stocking of cattle, sheep, and 
goats accounted for approximately 73 per cent of the variation in net 
income per section. The first three of these factors accounted for 
almost 50 per cent of the variation in  income. The number of calves 
per 100 cows varied from 46 to 89, lambs per 100 ewes 53 to 82, ancT 
kids per 100 does 52 to 80. Death losses in the breeding herds varied , 
from 0 to 8 per cent for cattle, from 1 to 20 per cent for sheep, and 
from 4 to 15 per cent for goats. Wool clips ranged from 7' to 10 pounds 
per head and mohair from 4.5 to 7.5 pounds per head. I t  is evident 
from these figures that much can be done to increase ranch incomes by 
improvements in those methods and practices of handling livestock which 
are responsible for the variation in these factors. 
The primary objective of this Bulletin is the presentation of a satis- 
factory method of planning and testing the effect of contemplated 
changes in the livestock organization of ranches. The method used a n 8  
the results which may be expected from certain changes are illustrated 
in the case of one of the actual ranch organizations studied in detail. 
This organization consisted of 33 units of cattle, no sheep, and 17 units  
of goats per section. Two major weaknesses were apparent. First, t h e  
livestock combination was poor in that sheep were left out, and second, 
the rate of stocking was considerably below the normal carrying capacity 
;he ranch. .Two changes have been planned in an effort to improve 
organization of this ranch. The first change was to reduce cattle 
-5 units, goats to 8 units, and substitute 25' units of sheep, retaining 
---, total number of units (50). The next change was to increase the 
total units from 50 to 58 by increasing sheep by 8 units; thus resulting 
in the following three organizations : 
1. 33 units of cattle, no sheep, and 17 units of goats (actual). 
2. 15 units OF cattle, 27 units of sheep, and 8 units of goats (revised). 
3. 15 units of cattle, 35 units of sheep, and 8 units of goats (revised). 
These were budgeted, showing a net income per section of $405, $765, 
td $950, respectively. 
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APPENDIX 
The following tables include the basic data from which the standard 
figures given in Tables 5. 6 and 7 were largely derived . Tables 11 and 
12 relate to the financial phases of the business . Tables 13 to 16 show 
the average rate of stocking and the physical requirements of production 
.on each of the co-operating ranches . Tables 17 to 20 have to do with 
price factors . 
Table 11-Average expense and net income per section 
ranch. 
for cattle. sheep. 
1925-1928* 
and goats. and average net income for each 
Ranch 
No . 
1 ...... 
2 ...... 
3 ...... 
4 ...... 
5 ...... 
6 ...... 
7 ...... 
8 ...... 
9 ...... 
10 ...... 
11 ...... 
12 ...... 
13 ...... 
14 ...... 
15 ...... 
16 ...... 
17 ...... 
18 ...... 
19 ...... 
20 ...... 
21 ...... 
22 ...... 
23 ...... 
24 ...... 
25 ...... 
26 ...... 
27 ...... 
28 ...... 
-29 ...... 
...... 30 
...... 3 1  
Number 
years 
records 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
Av, forperiod .... 
Av.for1925 .... 
Av . for 1926 .... 
Av . for 1927 .... 
Av . for 1928 .... 
*"Expensesw include 
order to make the ranches comparable all have been placed on an ownership hasis . Taxe~ on real estate and deprecla- 
tion on permanent improvements have been charged instead of lease charges . 
tone-year average . Two-year average . Three-year average . 
Net 
income 
per 
ranch 
$ 2378 
16586 
12886 
1019 
4574 
16339 
2990 
3111 
19429 
16376 
7547 
21292 
11998 
14196 
10798 
7919 
56611 
23873 
18387 
5038 
11139 
3733 
19696 
11547 
11019 
7197 
10734 
6930 
20527 
9473 
8745 
G 
Expen~e 
pyr sect~on 
$ 139 
219 
297 
103 
104 
212 
32 
225 
197 
85 
60 
37 
56 
109 
132 
.................. 
91 
170 
264 
231 
155 
................ 
141 
155 
104 
46 
200 
38 
83 
207 
.------------ 
Cattle Total per section 
......... 
......... 
......... 
......... 
......... 
labor . In- 
oata 
Net 
income 
per sec . 
.................. 
$ 424 
423 
236' 
170 
255 
60 
13t 
754 
524 
140' 
173 
94' 
146" 
309 
424 
91 
263 
581 
330 
455 
336' 
460 
166 
130 
326 
107 
247 
367 
$ 134 
138 
116 
128 
156 
labor allowance 
Sheep 
Expense 
per section 
$ 385 
340 
252 
469 
487 
512 
1330 
835 
414 
101 
471 
453 
353 
335 
354 
402 
353 
349 
1328 
522 
466 
391 
203 
271 
262 
632 
490 
662 
324 
336 
340 
Expense 
pyr sectlon 
$ 626 
185 
173 
1096 
165 
203 
464 
297 
172 
263 
225 
181 
174 
220 
79 
124 
221 
168 
.... .ii i .  
180 
198 
305 
304 
160 
69 
113 
23 8 
158 
157 
208 
$ 215 
223 
189 
241 
211 
current 
Exg?lincome 
section 
$ 1011 
664 
644 
1788 
755 
819 
2006 
1142 
811 
810 
760 
694 
554 
598 
542 
658 
574 
608 
1498 
862 
877 
744 
508 
716 
577 
805 
649 
1100 
520 
576 
755 
$ 701 
723 
623 
728 
737 
per month 
$ 294 
173 
313 
260 
416 
of $60 
Net 
income 
per set . 
... ..
S 659 
917 
477 
638 
564 
763 
1527 
1050 
969 
155f 
964 
1131 
1054 
961 
854 
710 
1058 
227 
1028 
655 
286 
437 
443 
474 
815 
1024 
975 
1327 
878 
1232 
412 
$ 412 
424 
356 
429 
448 
depreciation, 
Net 
'income 
per sec . 
$ -64 
225 
271 
000 
183 
230 
-92 
-14 
127 
391 
189 
85 
129 
119 
2 
2 
152 
209 
......... 
46$ 
91 
353 
163 
153 
184 
10 
26 
79 
6 
99 
193 
$ 150 
142 
147 
' 138 
173 
expenses, 
Net 
per sec . 
$ 595 
1566 
1171 
815 
915 
1248 
1495 
1041 
1850 
992 
1258 
1439 
1250 
1190 
1195 
1136 
1210 
527 
1291 
1266 
707 
1215 
606 
963 
1459 
1200 
1131 
1732 
991 
1578 
972 
$ 1085 
876 
871 
1159 
1463 
for unpaid 
5 '  754 
632 
497 
884 
1057 
and n 
PLANNING THE RANCH FOR GREATER PROFIT 
Table 12-Ditribution of investments of 31 ranches studied. average 1925-1928 
*Dwellings not included . 
Average 
total 
invest 
men1 
t 49048 
136525 
117650 
19762 
61179 
152072 
33117 
47468 
133324 
165393 
75092 
183277 
120150 
158522 
110561 
98817 
419599 
446729 . 
185576 
53526 
200577 
44015 
335865 
140956 
83895 
8'3631 
92942 
50828 
214848 
73891 
111569 
$ 11306 
Rsnch 
No . 
1 ...... 
2 ...... 
3 ...... 
4 ...... 
5 ...... 
6 ...... 
7 ...... 
8 ...... 
9 ...... 
10 ...... 
11 ...... 
12 ...... 
13 ...... 
14 ...... 
1 5  ...... 
1 6  ...... 
17 ...... 
18 ...... 
19 ...... 
20 ...... 
21 ...... 
22 ...... 
23 ...... 
24 ...... 
25  ...... 
26 ...... 
27 ...... 
28 ...... 
"-29 ...... 
30 ...... 
'31 ...... 
A p y g e  
size in 
sections 
4.00 
10.59 
11.00 
1.25 
5.00 
13.09 
2.00 
2.99 
10.50 
16.50 
6.00 
14.79 
9.60 
11.93 
9.03 
6.98 
46.79 
45.26 
14.24 
3.98 
15.75 
3.00 
32.50 
12.00 
7.55 
6.00 
9.49 
4.00 
20.70 
6.00 
9.00 
Average investment in: 
Av . per section ... 
Land 
$ 32656 
86878 
75312 
9262 
39384 
84828 
16038 
29424 
69650 
120079 
46448 
96671 
80282 
le4494 
(2219 
63412 
299430 
292670 
91150 
31122 
124500 
23981 
226000 
81389 
48330 
52882 
60i40 
31915 
146042 
49992 
76925 
$ 7171 
Cattle 
$ 4371 
6762 
7898 
1634 
2736 
10806 
503 
1330 
6088 
16960 
3850 
10680 
6267 
8088 
2154 
1810 
31831 
28340 
.......... 
2536 
7881 
3445 
51493 
19661 
4605 
1128 
2195 
2408 
15110 
3810 
4640 
----.---- 
$ 730 
--- 
Sheep Goata I Horses and horse equipment .......$ 472 
744 
810 
236 
244 
1185 
212 
415 
808 
1226 
371 
1087 
564 
1088 
794 
549 
419 
2900 
246 
287 
1927 
442 
854 
821 
572 
623 
583 
155 
1050 
460 
565 
S 61 
Improve- 
ments* 
$ 4596 
12164 
10263 
4786 
4105 
11617 
5280 
3131 
12055 
10557 
6251 
23815 
8772 
15470 
11600 
11878 
17868 
55564 
22850 
5642 
19382 
5096 
26974 
12460 
7561 
11320 
7732 
2628 
15893 
608 
7580 
$ 1025 
S 5995 
22147 
13792 
1377 
11042 
35304 
8080 
10308 
28030 
3761 
15418 
44935 
21276 
26356 
19699 
14934 
70051 
56154 
56979' 
8487 
34612 
8350 
27956 
16960 
18130 
14671 
18806 
10692 
34210 
11685 
13940 
$ 1842 
Equip 
ment 
$ 958 
3370 
1596 
1975 
2001 
3534 
2731 
2703 
2864 
2848 
1192 
3529 
2136 
1709 
1232 
2498 
.......... 
4399 
9971 
2052 
4242 
1103 
2568 
3131 
1225 
2114 
1525 
1338 
278 
940 
3414 
$ 202 
.......... 
4460 
7979 
492 
1697 
4708 
273 
157 
13829 
9962 
1532 
2560 
853 
1387 
2863 
3736 
..... 
6702' . 
4380 
3400 
8033 
1598 
. . . . . . . . . .  
6534 
3472 
893 
1361 
1692 
2265 
918 
4505 
$ 275 
Table 13-Average rate of stocking with cattle, aheep, and goats, 1925-1928 
Ranch Number 
......... ...................... Averaae for period .: 
Average for 1925.. .............................. 
.............................. Averane for 1926.. 
.............................. Average for 1927.. 
.............................. Average for 1928.. 
Cattle per ~ection 
'Total 
C o n  I No. head 1 Units 
--- 
Sheep per section I Goats per ~ection 
*Total 'Total 
w w  1 No. a 1 i t  1 Do- / Nq. head 1 Units 
- - -  
Total 
un~ts per 
section 
'Equivalent number of mother animal$, 
tone-year average. 
$Three-year average. 
Table 14-Average calf. Iamb. and kid crop. ahearing weights. and death losses in breeding herda. 31 nmches. 1925-1928 
loose . 68 per cent . Average kid crop raised from 24, 000 does kidded by hand, 63 per cent . ,.* ' ": 
tarethere . tone-year average, y # ,  -?, , ', i 
*\ I ., 
Per cent death loss Method 
of 
Kid- 
ding* 
_________-___ 
Loose 
Hand 
Hand 
Loose 
Loose 
Hand 
Hand 
Hand 
Hand 
Loose 
Loose 
Loose 
Both 
Hand 
Both 
Loose 
Hand 
Loose 
Hand 
Roth 
I.oose 
Loose 
Loose 
Looee 
I.on.ce 
. H a n d  
........ 
........ 
........ 
in the 
in 
Cattle 
.----- 
3.7 
4.0 
........ 
1.7 
........ 
2.1 
........ 
7 
1.4 
2.0 
1.2 
8.0 
. 8 
1.8 
6.1 
4.9 
1 . 1  
8 
........ 
7.8 
2 2  
5.2 
3.4 
3.8 
2.0 
3.8 
3.0 
. 9 
................ 
2.9 
4.4 
1.7 
3.1 
1.9 
raised from 
Ranch Number 
1 ............................ 
2 ............................ 
3 ............................ 
4 ............................ 
............................ 5 
6 ............................ 
7 ............................ 
8 ............................ 
9 ............................ 
10 ............................ 
11 ............................ 
12 ............................ 
13 ............................ 
14 ............................ 
15 ............................ 
16 ............................ 
17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
18 ............................ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  19 , 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
22 ............................ 
23 ............................ 
24 ............................ 
25 ............................ 
26 ............................ 
27 ............................ 
28 ............................ 
29 ............... : ............ 
30 ............................ 
31 ............................ 
.................. Averare for period 
.................... 
1927-1928 
Kids 
Fall 
Clip - 
1.0 
1.1 
1.3 
1 2 
2.5 
2.6 
1.5 
1.3 
2.0 
1.2 
1.3 
1 .1  
2.0 
............................. 
1.2 
........ 
1.3 
. 9 
........................ 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.9 
2.3 
1.4 
........ 
1.2 
1.5 
kid crop 
Number 
years 
records 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
weighta. 
Yrl.goats 
Spring 
Clip 
........................ 
2.6 
2.2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.6 
2.1 
3.3 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.4 
3.1 
2.0 
1.9 
2.2 
1.8 
2.1 
2.1 
........................ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.0 
1 5 
2.3 
........................ 
2.3 
2.6 
2.2 
2.4 
. . . . . . . .  
2.5 
2.9 
__________---.- 
2.3 
. , : 
2 .1  
2.5 
Average 
Average 
Mature 
Sheep 
(12 Mo.) 
9.9t 
7.8 
7.2 
9.0 
7 5  
7.9 
10.0 
7.6 
8.9 
. . . . . . . .  
7.2 
8.9 
7.9 
8.9 
8.9 
7.0 
8.0 
. . . . . . . . . .  
7.0 
10.3. 
6.3 
10.4t 
8.1 
7.4t 
7 6  
7.2 
8.4 
9.4 
8.2 
9.3 
8.3 
............................. 
7.9 
8.7 
pasture st 
breeding herd 
Average for 1925 
.................... Average for 1926 
.................... Averace for 1927 
.................... Average for 1928 
*"Kidding by Hand" as uaed here 
shearing 
Grown 
Goa% 
(12 Mo.) 
6.7 
6.9 
6.6 
5 .5  
6.8 
7.0 
7.6 
4.6 
7.3 
5.9 
6.6 
7.2 
6.0 
, 
6.7 
4.5 
6.5 
5.6 
5 . 6  
6 .5  
5.0 
5.2 
6.2 
5 7  
5.2 
6.2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
6.0 
6.5 
all timas . 
Sheep 
5 . l t  
6.2 
14.4 
1.2 
20.3 
6.6 
3.4 
3.9 
4.4 
7.3 
8.6 
3.5 
7.8 
4.2 
8.9 
13.1 
4.5 
3 .1  
13.9 
7.3 
10.8 
5.6 
2.3 
7.8 
2.9 
3.9 
4.4 
2.8 
4 1  
10.0 
6.0 
7.0 
9.9 
8 .0  
6 2 
4.4 
15, 000 
Goate 
........ 
6.8 
10.2 
2.0 
. . . . . . . .  
5.8 
8.9 
........ 
3 .6  
5 2  
15.0 
13.2 
7.8 
9.2 
15.1 
7.3 
........ 
7.2 
23.0 
5.6 
11.9 
9.0 
. . . . . . . .  
7.1 
1.7 
11.9 
8.6 
7.0 
6 3  
5.9 
31.2 
.- 
9.6 
13.6 
7.7 
5.4 
11 6 
does kidded 
crop 
7 
Per cent 
Kid 
Marked 
........................................ 
69 
67 
66 
83 
72 
57 
70 
87 
82 
70 
77 
96 
75 
74 
76 
........ 
67 
65 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
73 
82 
72 
86 
77 
92 
79 
41 
......_ 
72 
53 
80 
79 
76 
allowed to 
calf. lamb. and kid 
I.amb crop Calf 
Marked 
71 
66 
87 
90 
56 
73 
85 
59 
71 
82 
85 
49 
83 
60 
46 
51 
71 
64 
78 
65 
63 
89 
78 
74 
62 
90 
79 
72 
- -  
72 
66 
74 
76 
74 
incluiles all 
crop 
Raised 
66 
62 
56 
80 
69 
57 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
67 
80 
76 
68 
76 
92 
67 
70 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
70 
51 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
52 
56 
63 
78 
61 
83 
76 
89 
70 
39 
65 
48 
72 
74 
67 
run loose 
Marked 
- -  
84 
66 
79 
61 
69 
77 
62 
77 
................ 
81 
83 
80 
83 
80 
82 
88 
81 
89 
64 
64 
75 
88 
P5 
86 
93 
91 
64 
79 
73 
81 
78 
82 
where kids 
crop 
Raised 
_ 
70 
63 
87 
89 
56 
73 
85 
59 
70 
81 
84 
47 
83 
58 
46 
48 
70 
64 
........................ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
78 
65 
63 
82 
76 
74 
60 
90 
77 
................ 
72 
71 
64 
72 
75 
73 
methods 
Raised 
81 
51 
77 
55 
66 
75 
60 
76 
79 
80 
78 
76 
76 
74 
82 
74 
58 
86 
58 
53 
69 
................. 
84 
82 
86 
91 
. 
85 
55 
75 
67 
77 
76 
79 
are not 
Table 15-Average labor requirements of cattle, sheep, and goats as estimated by ranchmen, 1925-1928 
Ranch Number . . 
1 ...................................................... 
2 ...................................................... 
3 ...................................................... 
4. ..................................................... 
5 . .  .................................................... 
6 ...................................................... 
7 . .  .................................................... 
8 ...................................................... 
9 ...................................................... 
10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
...................................................... 11 
12 ...................................................... 
13 ....................................................... 
14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
17.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
23 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
26 ...................................................... 
27 ..................................................... 
28 ...................................................... 
29 ...................................................... 
30. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
31 ...................................................... 
Average for period. 
'Total days labor charged to each type of livestock 
tDry stock. 
Ayerage 
slze ln 
sections 
4.00 
10.59 
11.00 
1.25 
5.00 
13.09 
2.00 
2.99 
10.50 
16.50 
6.00 
14.79 
9.60 
11.93 
9.03 
6.98 
46.79 
45.26 
14.24 
3.98 
15.75 
3.00 
32.50 
12.00 
7.55 
6.00 
9.49 
4.00 
20.70 
6.00 
9.00 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
divided by number 
Av. total 
days labor 
per year 
--- 
296 
1080 
1377 
256 
524 
1219 
712 
488 
760 
1679 
690 
1401 
811 
822 
694 
475 
2571 
2032 
2024 
528 
1982 
85 
1499 
937 
822 
744 
65 1 
720 
1221 
511 
1226 
of mother 
Av. total 
day8 labor 
per year 
pe,r section 
74 
102 
125 
205 
105 
93 
356 
163 
72 
102 
115 
95 
84 
69 
77 
68 
55 
45 
142 
133 
126 
28 
46 
78 
109 
124 
68 
18 
59 
85 
13 6 
aniinal~ of 
Av. No. 
cows per 
year 
43 
128 
96 
39 
75 
158 
8 
39 
88 
227 
70 
70 
119 
129 
40 
65 
416 
379 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
22 
118 
32 
623 
132 
1 
72 
45 
33 
202 
109t 
78 
each type. 
Av. No. 
days labor 
per cow* 
3.43 
1.44 
3.08 
4.64 
.97 
1.54 
15.34 
2.03 
.94 
2.58 
2.21 
3.48 
2.11 
1.64 
1.79 
.92 
1.87 
2.12 
1.21 
2.47 
.39 
1.22 
1.95 
.97 
.99 
3.12 
2.71 
.79 
.70 
2.86 
1.87 
Av. No, 
ewes per 
year 
917t 
1161 
915 
71 
756 
1089 
322 
645 
1466 
1122t 
1081 
1713 
1640 
1488 
1049 
976 
6927 
2840 
1537 
668 
2163 
450 
4628t 
1217 
1985t 
1076 
,1602 
923 
1960 
985 
1313 
--.----.--- 
.......... 
Av. No. 
days labor 
per ewe* 
- - - -  
.16 
.51 
.43 
1.58 
.45 
.60 
1.47 
.62 
.21 
.26 
.41 
.58 
.31 
.34 
.42 
.29 
3 0  
.86 
1.06 
.47 
.44 
.ll 
.16 
.28 
. 2 0 .  
.54 
.27 
.54 
.48 
.31 
.36 
-45 
Av. No. 
does per 
year 
566 
935 
88 
127 
726 
64 
84 
435 
937 
173 
308 
145 
126 
. 293 
397 
. . . . .820..  
492 
790t 
1524 
224 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
657 
642 
122 
173 
128 
427 
162 
830 
. . . . . . . . . .  
Av. No. 
days labor 
per doe* 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
.53 
.37 
.70 
.87 
.44 
1.72 
.32 
.85 
.64 
.55 
.50 
.51 
1.07 
.53 
.30 
.98 
.82 
.24 
.25 
. l l  
.41 
1.10 
.46 
.98 
.26 
.79 
.31 
.50 
Av. No. 
days extra 
kidding 
labor 
. . . . . . . . . .  
.30 
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
.37 
.16 
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
.24 
. . . . . . . . . .  
.......... 
.23 
.......... 
.......... 
.......... 
. . . . . . . . . .  
.......... 
.......... 
.33 
.28 
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Table 19-Average price per pound received for wool and mohair by a leading warehouse within the area. 1 
;id hair 
*Grown hair and yearling hair and grown hair and kid hair wae sold together until 1923 . 
Wool Mohair 
Spring Fall 
Year 12 8 4.Mo . 
1917 .......................... 
1918 .............................. 
1919 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1920 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1921 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1922 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1923 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1924 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1925 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1926 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1927 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1929 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1929 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
$ . 500 
460 
515 
180 
200 
470 
380 
440 
400 
350 
390 
375 
315 
$ . 4850 
. 5430 
. 5050 
. 2200 
. 1800 
. 4100 
. 4000 
. 4400 
. 4400 
. 3100 
. 3275 
. 4200 
. 3250 
$ . 4400 
. 4300 
. 4800 
. 2000 
. 2200 
. 3300 
. 3200 
. 5200 
. 4000 
. 2625 
. 3350 
. 3475 
. 1893 
$ . 45. 
. 68 
. 53 
. 44 
. 43 
. 44 
. 54 . 04 
. 60 . 85 
. 50 . 60 
. 59 . 76 
. 52 . 62 
. 66 . 77 
. 51 . 61 
$ . 48* 
.65 
.55 
.46 
.45 
.47 
. 42 .05 
. 64 .76 
. 59 .70 
. 59 .76 
. 53 .63 
. 64 .76 
. 46 .56 
Year 
Table 20-Pricw, relative values, and purchasing power of cattle and sheep in the United States. and wool and mohair at Boston, 3913-1938* 
1 I I 
*Base price, averagB 191.0-1914 for cattle, sheep, and ~ o o l  and average 1915 for mohair. ' 
tAverage price fine Territory Scoured (Boston quotations). 
:Average price domestic combing (Boston quotations). 
